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Performance on an Anagram Task as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
by 
Michele Ballering, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1975 
Major Professor: Dr. Elwin Niel son 
Department: Psychology 
vi 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of experi-
menter status and subject dogmatism on anagram solving. The subjects were 
90 college students. Only those subjects scoring in the upper or lower 
thirds on the Dogmatism Scale were utilized. The same experimenter was 
described as being of either high or low status in each class. In the 
low status condition, the experimenter was introduced as a student making 
up an incomplete, while in the high status condition, the experimenter was 
introduced as a Doctoral student doing research for a Federal Grant Agency. 
Therefore, four experimental groups were formed in relation to two dif-
ferent levels of dogmatism and two different statuses for the experimenter. 
A two-way analysis of variance with one covariate {Composite ACT scores 
to account for intellectual functioning) was computed using subject dog-
matism and experimenter status as the independent variables and anagram 
perfonnance as the dependent variable. It was found that neither the main 
affects of subject dogmatism and experimenter status, nor the interaction 
between the two variables were significant. Analysis of a questionnaire 
designed to evaluate the status manipulation indicated that the manipula-
tion had not been effective. The problem of devising an effective status 
. j 
I ' 
vii 
manipulation for a female experimenter was discussed in relation to future 
research. 
( 50 pages) 
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Introduction 
The psychological experiment has become more and more sophisticated 
as the field of psychology has developed. However, one factor which was 
overlooked for a substantial period of time was the effect of the experi-
menter himself on the experiment. The possibility that the presence of 
a particular experimenter could differentially affect varying groups of 
subjects, interacting with the treatments themselves, could be a confound-
ing variable present in many studies. This problem can be dealt with 
constructively through systematic investigation of the effects of differ-
ent types of experimenters on different groups of subjects. 
Some research has been done to ascertain the effect of the status of 
the experimenter, but the dependent variable in such studies has generally 
been attitude change. However, if the status of the experimenter also 
affects performance on an intellectual task, then the effects of the ex-
perimenter on the experiment might be greater than what was originally 
thought. This study is designed to measure performance on an intellectual 
task as a function of both experimenter status and subject dogmatism. 
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Review of the Literature 
The fact that the experimenter, along with the experimental treatment, 
can have a substantial affect on the outcome of an experiment has recently 
become a major area of interest. However, Woods (1961) in a study of jour-
nals and articles indicated that the analysis of experimenter effects has 
been sorely neglected in the past. Out of 1,737 published articles analyzed, 
42-45 percent of them had multiple authorship. None of these studies ran 
an analysis of experimenter interactions. Studies (Marquis, 1973; Page, 
1972; Terris & Milburn, 1972) have consistently indicated that experimenter 
effects are a potent and prevalent source of variance in psychological 
experiments. Marquis (1973) found that the authoritarian .ism scores of 
experimenters affected attitude change in subjects. Furthermore, another 
study (Epstein, Suedfeld, & Silverstein, 1973) indicated that subjects 
can define an implicit contract of expected experimenter behaviors (i.e., 
professionalism and promptness); a decrement of performance followed some 
violations of this contract. Orne (1962) also viewed the psychological 
experiment as a contract between the subject and the experimenter. Human 
beings serving as subjects in psychological research appear to react to 
both the experimental situation and the experimenter himself in a complex 
manner. Orne (1962) stated, 11For a volunteer subject to feel that he has 
made a useful contribution, it is necessary for him to assure that the 
experimenter is competent and he is a good subject" {p. 79). Sex of the 
experimenter (Avner, 1972; Terris . & Milburn, 1972) has also been seen to 
differentially affect the behavior of subjects. Rosenthal's (1963) findings 
suggested that subjects are more biasable by those biasing experimenters 
most similar to them in certain personality characteristics. 
• 
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The Manipulation of Experimenter Status 
One variable that has been manipulated to investigate experimenter 
effects is experimenter status. The status of experimenters has been 
manipulated using several different methods. One way in which status has 
been manipulated is in terms of experimenter behavior during the experi-
ment. Rosenthal, Kohn, Greenfield, and Carota (1966) found that experi-
menters who were businesslike, less noisy, and more professional were 
ascribed higher status by subjects, than were experimenters who did not 
exhibit these behaviors. In this study (Rosenthal et al., 1966) status 
was defined by the subjects' perceptions of experimenter behavior. Sta-
tus manipulations using this definition of status have been relatively 
infrequent. 
Other studies manipulating status (McGuigan, 1963; Sarason & Minard, 
1963) have manipulated status by varying many different characteristics 
of the experimenters at the same time to differentiate between a high and 
3 
a low status experimenter. Sarason and Minard (1963) varied dress of the 
experimenter, behavior of the experimenter, and identification of the 
experimenter by names on the doors to differentiate between their high and 
low status experimenters. It appears that Sarason and Minard (1963) attempt-
ed to make sure that the high and low status experimenters were going to be 
very distinct from one another, so that the subjects could actually per-
ceive and respond to the status difference. However, when so many charac-
teristics of the experimenter are manipulated at one time, it becomes 
difficult to assess which and how many of these characteristics are actually 
contributing to the effects of the independent variable (status) on the 
dependent variable. Furthermore, subjects with different characteristics 
might react differently to varying aspects of the status manipulation, 
hence confou"ding the results. In an attempt to increase the power of the 
status manipulation, it appears that Sarason and Minard (1963) sacrificed 
some degree of clarity. 
Vikan-Kline (1962) manipulated status of the high or low status ex-
perimenters as being either professors or graduate students, respectively. 
However, no attempt was made to control for the difference in ages between 
the younger low status graduate students and the older high status psy-
chology professors. In not controlling for the age differences, Vikan-
Kline (1962) faces the problem that age, independent of status, might 
account for the perfonnance of the different groups of subjects. 
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Attempts have been made to define status in a more limited and de-
fined way, so as to assess the effects of status more clearly and minutely. 
Frequently, status has been manipulated by somehow identifying experiment-
ers as occupying positions assumed to be of either high or low status. 
Miller (1972) manipulated experimenter status as either high or low by 
putting a plaque outside the experimenter's office bearing a specific high 
or low status title. I.n another study (Harvey & Hays, 1972) the status 
of the source of c011111unication was varied by identifying the source as 
either high or low status in the beginning of an article which was to be 
read. Other status manipulations have consisted of identifying the exper-
imenter to be either a faculty member (high status) or a visiting student 
(low status) (Vidulich & Kaisman, 1963) and having experimenters being 
either officers (high status) or enlisted men (low status) (Ekman & 
Freisen, 1960). 
However, even ,in these experiments unless an individual serves as 
both a hig~ and low status experimenter, other personality variables of 
the experimenter may confound the effects of experimenter status. Das 
(1960), in an experiment using body sway as the dependent variable, con-
trolled for this problem fairly well. The subjects listened to body 
sway tapes in which the status of the speaker was identified at the begin-
ning of each tape. The speakers in each tape suggested that subjects lean 
in certain directions: the measurement of this movement was defined as 
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body sway. In this study (Das, 1960) subjects had no face to face contact 
with the speakers of different status, hence the effects of different, idio-
syncratic experimenter characteristics were minimized. Another way to con-
trol for the problem of experimenter characteristics confounding the status 
variable would be to have the same experimenter serve in both the high and 
low status conditions. Concerning this issue, Rosenthal (1966) has stated, 
"What seems especially needed, then, is a study in which the status of the 
experimenter is varied without the experimenter's knowledge of the variation 11 
{p. 77). Laszlo (cited in Rosenthal, 1966) utilized this method by having 
each of his three different exp~rimenters serve, without their knowledge, 
as both high and low status experimenters. 
The Effects of Experimenter Status 
The manipulation of status has been found to differentially affect the 
performance of subjects on many different tasks. Harvey and Hays (1972) 
found that when the status of a source of communication was identified as 
being high, that subjects moved more towards the position advocated, than 
when the source of communication was identified as being of low status. In 
another study (Das, 1960) it was shown that subjects exhibited greater move-
ment when the speaker in a tape suggesting body sway was identified as being 
of high status {i.e., head of the department) rather than of low status 
(i.e., lab assistant or attendant of the department). Birney (1958) found 
that his two faculty experimenters obtained responses from subjects reflect-
ing a higher need for achievement than did his student experimenter. 
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Another study (Ekman & Freisen, 1960) found that an experimenter who 
was identified as an officer was more successful at increasing subjects• 
ratings of disliking photographs, while an experimenter identified as be-
ing an enlisted man was more successful at increasing subjects• ratings of 
liking photographs. McGuigan (1963) found that subjects conditioned faster 
to saying hostile words when in the presence of a low status experimenter 
(a young woman), than when in the presence of a high status experimenter 
(an older man). Awareness of the contingencies operating in a verbal con-
ditioning stuczy (Helm, Brown, & Tedeschi, 1972) has also been shown to 
affect the influence high and low status experimenters have on the outcome 
of experiments. The foregoing studies on the effects of manipulating sta-
tus are illustrative of the fact that experimenter status has an effect in 
a wide range of experimental situations and that these effects are quite 
varied. 
The Effects of Subject Dogmatism 
Dogmatism is one variable which has been investigated in relation to 
experimenter status. Rokeach (1960) believed that the Dogmatism Scale (D 
Scale) measured the tenacity with which beliefs are held. A high degree 
of dogmatism appears in the form of a) sharp distinctions between beliefs 
and disbeliefs, contradictions in beliefs, and little differentiation among 
disbeliefs; b) pessimism, fear, and concern with power as a basic outlook 
in life; and c) a belief in the absolute nature of authority. Erbaugh 
(1972) found that while dogmatism was not consistently related to age or 
sex, the dogmatic person can be described as anxious, impulsive, hostile, 
withdrawn, concrete and submissive. 
It has been found (Kleck & Wheaton, 1967) that high dogmatic subjects 
recall infonnation inconsistent with their opinions less well than do low 
dogmatic subjects. The following results of another study (Donahew, 
Parker, & McDermott, 1972) illuminate Kleck and Wheaton's (1967) findings: 
namely, that high dogmatic subjects avoided material discrepant from 
their belief systems, while low dogmatic subjects exposed thems,elves to 
material discrepant from their belief systems. Furthermore, Ehrlich and 
Lee (1969) found that while subjects scoring high on the D Scale recall 
both high and low interest sentences equally well, subjects scoring low 
on the D Scale recall high interest sentences more frequently than low 
interest sentences. 
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Norris (1965) found that high dogmatic subjects changed significantly 
more than low dogmatic subjects when exposed to a set of persuasive com-
munications. Cronkhite and Goetz (1971) have shown that dogmatism and 
attitude instability seem to accompany the syndrome of general persuasibil-
ity. 
The Manipulation of Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Many of the studies (Harvey & Hays, 1972; Berkowitz & Lundy, 1957) 
investigating the relationship between experimenter status and subject 
dogmatism have utilized attitude change as the dependent variable. It is 
generally thought that the greater the authority of a source of corrmunica-
tion, the greater will be the amount of persuasion toward the position 
advocated. An important theoretical feature of the dogmatic individual is 
the lack of the distinction between the source and the content of the com-
munication (Rokeach, 1960). Harvey and Hays (1972) found that both high 
and low dogmatic subjects changed their attitudes in the direction of a 
corrmunication advocated by a high status source. However, high dogmatic 
subjects changed less with a corrmuriication from a low authority source than 
did low do~atics or high dogmatics given no information about the status 
of the source. In a study (Vidulish & Kaisman, 1961) involving a low sta-
tus (identified as a high school student) or a high status (identified as 
a college professor) confederate it was found that high dogmatic subjects 
confonned more frequently with the judgment of a high status confederate 
than with a low status confederate in an autokinetic judgment situation. 
Low dogmatic subjects did not exhibit this trend. 
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Laszlo (cited in Rosenthal, 1966) manipulated both experimenter sta-
tus and subject dogmatism. The dependent variable utilized was ratings of 
photographs. The main finding of the study (Laszlo; cited in Rosenthal, 
1966) agreed with the findings of Edman and Freisen (1960): that is, low 
status experimenters obtained more favorable ratings of photographs than 
did high status experimenters. An interesting secondary finding, which did 
not reach statistical significance, was that the effects of experimenter 
status were larger among subjects scoring high on the D Scale, than for the 
subjects scoring low on the D Scale. 
There has been almost no research done involving experimenter status 
and subject dogmatism which has utilized perfonnance on a simple verbal 
task as the dependent variable. Attitude change and perfonnance change ap-
pear to be qualitatively different. However, Rosenthal (1966) stated, The 
effect of experimenter status can operate even when the subject's response 
is not a direct measure of social influencibility 11 (p. 77). Terris and 
Milburn (1972) have noted that motivational theorists have found that social 
motives such as need achievement or social approach can facilitate perform-
ance in many situations. In discussing Birney's (1958) findings, Rosenthal 
(1966) said, 
Students may feel a greater nee9 to achieve when in interaction 
with others who have probably achieved more; or at least subjects 
may feel it would be more proper to respond with more achieve-
ment responses in such company. (p. 77) 
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Furthennore, the persistence of subjects working on a task was related to 
both achievement motivation and the social interactions between the experi-
menter and the subject (Means, Means, Osborne, & Elsom, 1973). 
Con cl us ions 
When attitude change measures have been utilized, it has consistently 
been found that high do911atic subjects will perform differently than low 
dogmatic subjects when exposed to experimenters differing in status. 
The leap from utilizing an attitude change measure to a simple per-
formance measure as a dependent variable in this situation is a large one, 
but also a vital one if progress is to be made in assessing experimenter 
effects in a possibly wider range of settings than was originally thought. 
It can be hypothesized that when a simple perfonnance measure is utilized 
as the dependent variable when experimenter status and subject dogmatism 
are manipulated that findings analogous to those using attitude change meas-
ures will be found. 
High dogmatic subjects might have a stronger social approach toward an 
experimenter high in status, than an experimenter low in status, subsequently 
affecting performance. Subjects scoring low on the D Scale might not ex-
hibit this differential approach tendency to experimenters varying in status. 
Kleck and Wheaton (1967) found that high dogmatic subjects tended to 
avoid exposure to information which was discrepant from their value systems 
whereas low dogmatic subjects tended to expose themselves to information 
discrepant from their value systems. It can be hypothesized that dogmatic 
subjects might view a low status experimenter as discrepant from their value 
systems and tend to discount a message to perform as well as possible. The 
value of the experiment might also be discounted by high dogmatic subjects 
when an experimenter low in status was present. 
Purpose and Objectives 
The major objective of this study was to assess the effects of sub-
ject dogmatism and experimenter status on a simple performance task. 
The possible interaction of these two variables was also of interest: 
that was to detennine whether subjects scoring high and low on the D Scale 
performed differently on a simple perfonnance task when exposed to ex-
perimenters of different status. The following hypotheses were formulated 
from these objectives and in harmony with previous research. 
l) The subjects will solve significantly more anagrams when exposed 
to a high status experimenter, then when exposed to a low status experi-
menter. 
2) There will be a s igni fi cant difference in the mean number of 
anagrams solved by low and high dogmatic subjects. 
3) There will be a significant interaction between experimenter 
status and subject dogmatism. 
a) High dogmatic subjects will solve more anagrams when exposed 
to a high status experimenter, than when exposed to an experimenter 
of low status. 
b) Low dogmatic subjects will solve approximately the same nl.8'11-
ber of anagrams in both the high and low status experimenter condi-
tions. 
c) The mean number of anagrams solved by high dogmatic subjects 
exposed to a high status experimenter will be greater than the mean 
number of anagrams solved by low dogmatic subjects exposed to the 
same high status experimenter. 
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d) The mean number of anagrams solved by high dogmatic subjects 
exposed to a low status experimenter will be less than the mean num-
ber of anagrams solved by low dogmatic subjects exposed to a low 
status experimenter. 
j 
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Method 
Sample 
The subjects in this study were 90 students enrolled in either an 
educational psychology course or in an introductory communications course. 
Only the students who took the D Scale and participated in the second 
part of the administration were used as subjects. Furthermore, students 
who took part in both parts of the study, but who refused to sign the 
ACT release form, were also not used in the study. 
Measures 
Dogmatism Scale. The D Scale {Form E} was used as a roe.asure of 
general authoritarianism. Two measures, the D Scale and the Authoritar-
ianism Scale (Adorno, Frankl-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), have 
been widely used to assess general authoritarianism. While the Authori-
tarianism Scale (F Scale) is thought to measure just the extremists of 
12 
the political right, Rokeach (1960) designed the D Scale to measure polit-
ical extremists of both the left and right. Rokeach (1960) reported that 
the F Scale correlated .54 with right-opinionation, but only .02 with left-
opinionation; the D Scale correlated positively with both right- and left-
opinionation (.21 and .35, respectively). 
Rokeach (1960) focused on the ideological structure of beliefs rather 
than on the content of the beliefs themselves. It would seem that this 
outlook would more effectively diminish the probability that the investi-
gator's own values would bias the outcome of research. Rokeach (1960) said, 
For if we focus on ideological structure rather than content, our 
own ideological biases become more irrelevant. If we do have an 
ax to grind, it will be with certain ways of adhering to a particular 
ideology. The ax we grind is simply this: it is not so much what 
you believe that counts, but how you believe. {p. 6) 
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Furthennore, correlations between D Scale scores and intelligence scores 
have been small and nonsignificant; the negative correlation between F Scale 
scores and intelligence scores has been a source of major criticism in re-
lation to the F Scale (Low & Shaver, 1971). 
It appears that at this time research indicate~ that the D Scale is 
the most viable measure of general authoritarianism. 
The validity of the D Scale has been well substantiated in many studies 
which indicated that high dogmatics do tend to have the characteristics pro-
posed by Rokeach (Low & Shaver, 1971). One study (Vacchiano, Strauss, & 
Schiffman, 1968) checked the validity of the D Scale by obtaining correla-
tions between it and other measures, including Edwards Personal Preference 
Schedule (EPPS), the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, and the Experimental 
Mach V Scale. Vacchiano, Strauss, and Schiffman (1968) stated, "It is ap-
parent that a logical and relatively consistent dogmatic personality pattern 
emerges from these correlations" (p. 83). After a review of studies de-
signed to evaluate the validity of the D Scale, Low and Shaver asserted, 
"To this point research supports the validity of Rokeach's construct of 
dogmatism and the scale he developed to assess general authoritarianism" 
(p. 72). 
Rokeach (1960) reported the reliability coefficients of the D Scale 
(Form E), using test-retest reliability over a one to six month period of 
time, to vary between .68 and .93, with a median of .78. Plant (1968), 
using split-half reliability corrected by the Speannan-Brown Prophecy For-
mula, found the reliability coefficients for 400 male college freshmen and 
400 female college freshmen to be .84 and .85, respectively. These relia-
bility coefficients are very adequate for making comparisons between groups. 
Composite ACT Scores. Composite ACT scores were used as the covari-
ate to account for intellectual functioning. The correlations between 
composite ACT scores and two different intelligence measures, the Henman 
Nelson Test of Mental Ability (Revised edition, Grades 13-17) and the 
Otis Mental Ability Test (Form Gamma), were .67 and .77, respectively 
(Munday, 1968). 
Anagram Test. The Computational Analysis of Present Day English 
(Kucera & Francis, 1967) was utilized to select 40, five-letter words. 
The corpus from which the words were taken consisted of a body of over 
a million words of natural language text. The words selected for the 
anagram list were of medium frequency (occurring 9 or 10 times in the 
corpus) and arranged in random order (see Appendix A). 
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Status Questionnaire. A questionnaire was utilized to assess the 
effects of the status manipulation. The method of assessment was similar 
to that used in another study (Harvey & Hays, 1972). This five-item 
questionnaire consisted of five-point Likert Scales. The number circled 
was the score recorded for each of the items. A composite score, consist-
ing of the sum of the numbers circled for all of the five items, can be 
easily computed (see Appendix B). 
Essay Questionnaire. An essay questionnaire made up of two essay 
questions was utilized to ascertain whether or not the subjects remembered 
the information given about the experimenter pertaining to status and to 
see what the subjects perceived the purpose of the experiment to be (see 
Appendix C). 
Procedure 
The D Scale was given during regular class meetings by two instruc-
tors in each of their respective classes. One of the instructors gave 
the D Scale to her two different sections of an introductory corrrnunica-
tions course, while the other instructor gave the D Scale to his two 
sections of educational psychology. The D Scale was simply described as 
an opinion questionnaire. The subjects were informed by their instructor 
that the results of their opinion questionnaires would be interpreted for 
them at a later date in a class discussion. 
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The subjects were divided into thirds in relation to their dogmatism 
scores. The members of one class of each of the two instructors were 
assigned to the high status condition, while the students in the two re-
maining classes were assigned to the low status experimenter condition. 
Although for convenience all of the students in each class took part in 
the second part of the study, only the test scores of subjects scoring in 
the upper and lower thirds of the D Scale were actually utilized in the 
main analysis. The mean D Scale score for subjects scoring in the upper 
third was 173.7 with a standard deviation of 8.7, while the mean D Scale 
score for subjects scoring in the lower third was 119.7 with a standard 
deviation of 16.2. The subjects were assigned to one of the following 
experimental groups in relation to two different levels of dogmatism and 
two different statuses of experimenters: High dogmatic subjects -- high 
status experimenter (HD-HS), Low dogmatic subjects -- High status experi-
menter (LD-HS), High dogmatic subjects -- Low status experimenter (HD-LS), 
and Low Dogmatic subjects -- Low status experimenter (LD-LS). 
The experimenter came in to administer a simple anagram task approxi-
mately one week after the D Scale had been given. At this time none of 
the students had received any information on their D Scale scores. The 
instructors introduced the experimenter as high status in one of their 
classes and as low status in the other. The introduction was done be-
fore the experimenter came into the class and the instructors were asked 
to assign one of their classes to the high status condition and to assign 
the other to the low status condition without the experimenter's know-
. 
ledge. Therefore, al though the experim~nter was aware that he.r status 
was being manipulated, she was not aware of which introduction had taken 
place in any given class. In the high status condition the experimenter 
was identified by the instructor as a graduate student asked by a Federal 
Grant Agency to do follow-up research on her dissertation. In the low 
status condition the experimenter was identified by the instructor as a 
student who was making up an incomplete in the Psychology of Learning by 
running the experiment. The status manipulation was an attempt to make 
the difference between the low and high status experimenter distinct 
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enough to show an effect, but limited enough to ascertain what experimenter 
variables .were actually contributing to that effect. The experimenter 
came in after the introduction and took over each class. The subjects were 
informed that the purpose of the experiment was to investigate the rela-
tionship between a simple verbal task and ACT scores, so that an easier, 
more economical version of the ACT could be developed. The task the sub-
jects were presented with was described as only one subtest which would 
be part of a test which might come to substitute for the ACT. The subjects 
were reassured that the results of the experiment would be reported in 
group form only and that any individual scores would be treated as confi-
dential. At this time the subjects were asked to sign a form, so that 
their ACT scores could be obtained. 
The experimenter then gave the anagram list to the subjects. The 
subjects were told that each of the jumbled words (anagrams) could be 
unscrambled to form a real word which should be familiar to them. Plu-
rals and proper nouns were disallowed as acceptable solutions. The 
experimenter then asked the subjects to work as quickly as possible 
during the 20 minutes they were given to solve the list of anagrams. 
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A stopwatch was used to time this 20 minute interval. After the 20 min-
utes passed, the anagram lists were collected from each of the subjects. 
The Status Questionnaire was then passed out. The subjects were informed 
that the questionnaire was designed to evaluate their perceptions of both 
the experimenter and the experiment itself. Any questions pertaining to 
the purpose of the questionnaire were answered using a restatement of the 
original explanation. The actual purpose of this questionnaire was to 
ascertain whether the status manipulation had been effective or not. After 
the subjects were through filling out the Status Questionnaire, the Essay 
Questionnaire was handed out. This questionnaire was used to assess what 
the subjects remembered about the experimenter (high or low status infor-
mation) and to assess the subjects• ideas about the purpose of the experi-
ment. When asked what type of information the experimenter wanted on the 
question pertaining to herself, she gave non-commital answers such as, 
11Anything you can remember.11 The subjects were told the results of the 
experiment would be made available to them at a later date. The experi-
menter was a 24 year old graduate student. She wore a casual skirt and 
sweater to all classes. 
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Results 
A two-way analysis of variance with one covariate was utilized to 
ascertain the effects of subject dogmatism and experimenter status on 
anagram performance with the effects of intelligence (composite ACT scores 
used as the covariate) being held constant. All of the stated hypotheses 
pertain to this analysis. The adjusted mean number of anagrams solved for 
the HD-HS, LO-HS, HD-LS, and LS-LS groups were 20.52, 23.67, 18.81, and 
21.00, respectively. The results of this two-way analysis of variance 
with one covariate are shown in Table 1 (Experimenter -- f; Subject --
~_). 
Source 
Total 
E Status 
Table l 
Two-way Analysis of Variance with One Covariate: Mean 
N1111ber of Anagrams Solved as a Function of Experi-
menter Status and Subject Dogmatism Using ACT 
Scores as the Covariate 
df m. s. F 
59 46.76 
l 70.30 1.40 
i Doginatism l 80.29 1.60 
f _Status X i Dogmatism l 3.38 .07 
Error 55 50.27 
Probability 
p>.05 
p).05 
p }. 05 
It can be seen that neither the main affects of experimenter status and 
subject dogmatism, nor the interaction between these two variables were 
significant. Therefore, there were no significant differences found to 
support Hypotheses 1, 2, or 3. 
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Since the main affect of status was not significant, further statis-
tical analysis was computed to assess whether or not the status manipula-
tion had been effective. A two-way analysis of variance utilizing subject 
dogmatism and experimenter status as independent varia~les and mean 
Likert Scale ratings as the dependent variable was computed on each of 
the five Likert Scale items and on the composite questionnaire score. 
The purpose of this questionnaire was to assess the effectiveness of the 
status manipulation. Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 show the results of the 
two-way analysis of variance on Questionnaire Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 and 
the composite questionnaire score, respectively. 
Source 
Total 
I Status 
Table 2 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings 
on Item las a Function of Experimenter 
Status and Subject Dogmatism 
df m. s. F Probabi 1 ity 
59 • 72 
1 1.30 
i Dogmatism 1 . 39 
1.81 
.55 
1.16 
p > .05 
p >.05 
p ).05 E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 • 84 
Error 56 • 72 
-~ - ----- -- --- ---- - - --- - -------
Source 
Total 
E Status 
Table 3 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings 
on Item 2 as a Function of Experimenter 
Status and Subject Dogmatism 
df m. s . F Probability 
59 . 51 
l .57 l. 12 p > . 05 
1 Dogmatism l .65 l.26 p ) . 05 
E Status X 1 Dogmatism l .07 . 14 p '> • 05 
Error 56 .51 
Table 4 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings 
on Item 3 as a Function of Experimenter 
Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 59 .56 
E Status l . 01 .02 P> .05 
1 Dogmatism l l. 13 2 .15 p > .05 
E Status X S Dogmatism l 2.08 
- -
3. 95 p >. 05 
Error 56 .53 
20 
Source 
Total 
E Status 
Table 5 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings 
on Item 4 as a Function of Experimenter 
Status and Subject Dogmatism 
df m. s. F Probability 
59 .54 
l .03 . 06 p >. 05 
i Dogmatism l .004 .007 p >.05 
E Status 
Error 
Source 
Total 
E Status 
Xi Dogmatism l 1.22 2. 22 p) . 05 
56 .55 
Table 6 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings 
on Item 5 as a Function of Experimenter 
Status and Subject Dogmatism 
df m. s. F Probability 
59 . 61 
l .02 .03 p >. 05 
i Dogmatism l 2. 91 4.91 p< .05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism l . 15 .26 p >.05 
Error 56 • 59 
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Table 7 
Two-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Composite Likert Scale 
Ratings as a Function of Experimenter Status and 
Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 59 6.21 
E Status 1 4.22 .69 p >. 05 
i Dogmatism 1 6.92 1. 12 p '>. 05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 9.52 1.54 p ).05 
Error 56 7.07 
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Since the bulk of the f. ratios resulting from this analysis were not signif-
icant, only the one reaching significance will be discussed. It is shown 
on Table 6 that the main affect of subject dogmatism was significant (f. 
(1, 56) = 4.91, .e.<.05) for Item 5 (If you were to take part in a psycho-
logical experiment again, how much would you like to have the same experi-
menter) of the questionnaire. The mean Likert Scale ratings for the high 
and low dogmatic subjects were 2.99 and 3.44, respectively. 
All of the same analyses were run again on a selected group of sub-
jects. Only those subjects who indicated on the essay question, "What 
information do you remember about your experimenter?" that they were aware 
of the experimenter's ascribed status were utilized. This cut down on 
the nunber of subjects with the HS-HS, LD-HS, HD-LS, and LD-LS groups hav-
ing 6, 10, 5, and 8 subjects in them, respectively. The two-way analysis 
of variance with one covariate (ACT scores), where subject dogmatism and 
. I 
I ' I 
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experimenter status were the independent variables and mean n1.111ber of 
anagrams solved was the dependent variable, is shown in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Two-way Analysis of Variance with One Covariate using Selected 
Subjects: Mean N1.111ber of Anagrams Solved as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism Using Com-
posite ACT Scores as a Covariate 
Source df 
Total 28 
E Status 1 
i Dogmatism 1 . 
E Status X i Dogmatism 1 
Error 24 
m. s. 
57.79 
43.53 
3.06 
18.86 
61.69 
F 
. 71 
.05 
• 31 
Probability 
p ).05 
p >.05 
p > .05 
None of the f. ratios reached significance indicating that Hypotheses 1, 2, 
and 3 are not supported. These findings are essentially the same as were 
those in the first analysis using the entire subject pool (see Table 1). 
Two-way analyses of variance, where subject dogmatism and experimenter 
status were the independent variables, and mean Likert Scale ratings was 
the dependent variable, were re-run using the selected subjects. The re-
sults of the analysis for Questionnaire Items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 and the 
composite questionnaire score are shown in Tables 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 
14, respectively : None of the F ratios were significant at the alpha 
1 eve l of . 05. 
. - . 
,,,.._ 
I 
--
. I 
""\ 
I\ 
Table 9 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Likert Scale Ratings on Item las a Function of 
Exeerimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 28 .67 
E Status l .24 .33 p ).05 
S Dogmatism l .24 .33 p ) .05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 .24 . 33 p) .05 
Error 25 • 72 
Table 10 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Likert Scale Ratings on Item 2 as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 28 .53 
E Status l .22 .44 p) .05 
i Dogmatism l .33 . 66 p > . 05 
E Status X S Dogmatism l 1.34 2. 71 p ;>. 05 
Error 25 . 50 
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Table 11 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Likert Scale Ratings on Item 3 as a Function of 
Exeerimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 28 .69 
E Status 1 .03 .04 P> .05 
i Dogmatism 1 .03 .04 p ).05 
E Status X i Dogmatism 1 • 77 1.04 p 7 .05 
Error 24 .74 
Table 12 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Likert Scale Ratings on Item 4 as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 28 .60 
E Status 1 1.45 2. 38 p > • 05 
i Dogmatism 1 . 18 . 29 p >. 05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 . 13 . 21 p >. 05 
Error 25 . 61 
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Table 13 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Likert Scale Ratings on Item 5 as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m.s. F Probability 
Total 28 .38 
E Status 1 .23 . 56 p > • 05 
i Dogmatism 1 .002 . 005 p >. 05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 .09 • 23 p >. 05 
Error 25 . 41 
Table 14 
Two-way Analysis of Variance Using Selected Subjects: Mean 
Composite Likert Scale Ratings as a Function of 
Experimenter Status and Subject Dogmatism 
Source df m. s. F Probability 
Total 28 5.95 
E Status 1 1.58 .25 p > .05 
i Dogmatism 1 .23 .04 p > .05 
E Status Xi Dogmatism 1 2.57 .40 p) .05 
Error 25 6.44 
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Since neither the main analyses using the entire pool, nor the analy-
ses using the selected subjects upheld the stated hypotheses, further 
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analysis was done to attempt to account for these findings. A partial cor-
relation was computed relating the composite questionnaire score with 
anagram performance, partialing out the effects of intelligence (using 
ACT scores). The resulting correlation coefficient (r = -.026, p> .05) 
was not significant and indicated almost no relationship between the two 
variables. 
It was of interest to investigate whether or not class membership 
(having a male instructor introduce the experimenter or having a female 
instructor introduce the experimenter) affected rated status. The mean 
Likert Scale ratings for each instructor's classes are shown in Table 15 
for each item and the composite score of the questionnaire. 
Table 15 
Mean Likert Scale Ratings for each Questionnaire 
Item in Relation to Class Membership 
Item Class 1 Class 2 (Male Instructor) (Female Instructor) 
Item 1 2.6 3.2 
Item 2 3.4 3.7 
Item 3 3. 1 3.2 
Item 4 3.3 3.8 
Item 5 3.0 3.2 
Composite Score 15.4 17. 1 
Analyses of variance were run for each questionnaire item and the com-
posite questionnaire score utilizing class membership as the independent 
.,,-"". 
I i 
variable and rated status as the dependent variable. The results are 
shown in Table 16. 
Table 16 
One-way Analyses of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings on 
Each Questionnaire Item and on the Composite Questionnaire 
Score as a Function of Class Membershi~ 
Item Source df m. s. F Prob ab il i ty 
Item 1 Total 89 
Class 1 5.78 8.67 p~05 
Error 1 .67 
Item 2 Total 89 
Class 1 2.96 6.27 P< .05 
Error 1 .47 
Item 3 Total 89 
Class 1 . 12 .28 p > .05 
Error 1 .43 
Item 4 Total 89 
Class 1 5.20 12.44 P< .05 
Error l .42 
Item 5 Total 89 
Class l .56 1.08 p > .05 
Error 1 .52 
Composite Total 89 
Score 
Class 1 59.40 12.78 p t._. 05 
Error 1 4.65 
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It can be seen that for Items 1, 2, and 4 and the composite questionnaire 
score that there were significant differences in rated status between the 
two classes. The subjects who were members of a class with a female in-
structor rated the experimenter significantly and consistently higher than 
did subjects who were members of a class with a male instructor. However, 
the two different instructors' classes did not differ significantly in 
dogmatism (see Table 17). 
Source 
Total 
Class 
Error 
Table 17 
One-way Analysis of Variance: Mean Dogmatism Scores as 
a Function of Class Membership 
df m. s. F Probability 
89 
l 
88 
210. 12 
623.89 
.34 p > .05 
The possibility that the male and female subjects might have rated 
the experimenter differently was also investigated. One-way analyses of 
variance were run for each item and the composite questionnaire score 
utilizing i sex as the independent variable and rated status as the de-
pendent variable. The results shown in Table 18 indicate that there were 
no significant differences in rated status between males and females. 
Table 18 
One-way Analyses of Variance: Mean Likert Scale Ratings on 
Each Item and on the Composite Questionnaire Score 
as a Function of Sex of Subject 
Item Source df m. s. F Probability 
Item l 
Item 2 
Item 3 
Item 4 
Item 5 
Composite 
Score 
Total 
Class 
Error 
Total 
Cl ass 
Error 
Total 
Class 
Error 
Total 
Class 
Error 
Total 
Class 
Error 
Total 
Class 
Error 
89 
l 
88 
89 
l 
88 
89 
l 
88 
89 
l 
88 
89 
l 
88 
89 
l 
88 
.003 
• 73 
• 11 
.50 
.33 
. 43 
.05 
.48 
.34 
.53 
.21 
.53 
.004 
.21 
• 77 
. 11 
.65 
.04 
p ~.05 
p "'? • 05 
P> .05 
p > .05 
p > • 05 
p) .05 
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Discussion 
Evaluation of Findings 
The results of the present study were not in accord with the major 
hypotheses. Only one item on the questionnaire designed to evaluate st~-
tus differentiated between any of the experimental groups. On Item 5, 
subjects scoring high on the D Scale indicated less willingness to take 
part in the psychological experiment again with the same experimenter 
present than did subjects scoring low on the D Scale. This might be in-
terpreted as supporting the idea that high dogmatic subjects have more 
distaste for psychology than do low dogmatic subjects. An alternate ex-
planation--perhaps a more likely one--might be that high dogmatic subjects 
exhibit a greater willingness to voice distaste, than do low dogmatic sub-
jects. 
Although the status manipulation did not appear to be effective, the 
experimenter did report some subjective differences that she noticed in 
the different classes. Although she was not informed of which status she 
had been assigned to in any particular class, she did guess correctly in 
each of the four different classes. She noticed that in the classes in 
which she was assigned to the high status role, there was much less noise 
and seemingly more attentiveness than in the low status classes. In the 
classes where she was assigned the low status role, the subjects appeared 
to be more uninhibited and less easily controlled. In the high status 
classes, the experimenter received ACT. release forms from 96% of the stu-
dents present while in the low status classes, the experimenter received 
ACT release forms fran only 85% of the students present. These subjective 
differences reported by the experimenter give some encouragement for the 
I > 
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idea that if the status manipulation could be made more powerful, then it 
could elicit significant differences between different groups of subjects. 
Limitations 
One problem which could have affected the outcome of this study was 
the nat~re of the anagram task itself. Anagrams are a popular pastime and 
may have been enjoyed by the subjects. If this was, in fact, the case, 
subjects may have worked on the anagrams for their own enjoyment, over-
riding the effects of experimenter status. In a study, Stevenson and 
Allen (1964) found that, unlike children, adults tended to begin work on 
a marble sorting task at a very high rate of speed. Subsequent verbal 
reinforcement from experimenters did not increase the rate of marble sort-
ing. Adults are probably more motivated by the experimental situation 
itself; hence, for adults the motivating value intrinsic to the experi-
ment might mask the effects of status. A way to limit the effects of 
both these factors would probably be to increase task undesirability. In 
relation to the anagram task this would mean increasing the length of the 
task by giving more anagrams to solve and increasing the time allowed to 
work on the task. Increasing the word frequency of the words from which 
the anagrams were formed might also be advisable, so that the learned rein-
forcing property of the anagrams would be lessened. 
Another limitation of this study was that the status manipulation 
' 
appeared to be relatively ineffective. It appears that manipulating sta-
tus is ' a very sensitive procedure. Although using the same experimenter 
controls for different personality characteristics between a low and high 
status experimenter, it also, to some extent, limits the amount of status 
difference that can be achieved. However, it is of value to find the poi.nt 
where certain differences in experimenter status will have no appreciable 
effect, so that we can interpret research findings for studies with more 
confidence. Status manipulations which seem to have no more power than 
the one used in the present study have yielded significant results (Das, 
1969; Harvey & Hays, 1972; Miller, 1972; Vikan-Kline, 1962). It can be 
hypothesized, then, that some characteristic of the experimenter may have 
contributed to the ineffectiveness of the status manipulation in the pre-
sent study. Previous research seems to shed some light on this hypothe-
sis. The experimenter in the present study was a female. It was obvious 
that many of the subjects were aware of this fact, because they answered 
the question, "What information do you remember about your experimenter?" 
by describing the experimenter's physical appearance. It appears that 
attributing high status to women may be more difficult than attributing 
high status to men. Braverman, Vogel, Braverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz 
(1972) found that men were thought of as having different personality 
traits than women. The male cluster of traits consisted of competence, 
rationality, and assertion while the female cluster consisted of warmth 
. 
and expressiveness. These sex role differences were seen as desirable by 
college students (Braverman et al., 1972). Perhaps, a female in a posi-
tion of high status is reacted to differently--maybe somewhat more nega-
tively--than a male would be. 
Miller and McReynolds (1973) conducted a study in which all of the 
source qualifications of the author of an article were held constant, ex-
cept for sex of authorship. The author of the article was rated for com-
petence after each subject had read the article. It was found that mean 
source competence ratings were higher for the article when it was suppos-
eply authored by a male rather than by a female (Miller & McReynolds, 
1973). In other words a female author was rated as less competent than a 
male author, although their qualifications were described as exactly the 
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same. Therefore, the status manipulation utilized in the present study 
may not have differentiated between the low and high status experimenter 
as much as desired. 
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Goldberg (1968) and Pheterson, Kiesler, and Goldberg (1971) conducted 
studies which shed more light on the difficulties involved in attempting 
to attribute status to women. Goldberg (1968) used only female subjects. 
The subjects rated the competence of male and female authors in both male-
and female-oriented fields. It was found that in both male- and female-
oriented fields that women rated an article said to be written by a woman 
as less competent than the same article said to be written by a man. 
However, the subjects tended to rate a woman's competence lower when the 
subject matter of the article was in a male-oriented field (Goldberg, 
1968). Goldberg (1968) said, 
Women do consider their own sex inferior. And even when the 
facts give no support to this belief, they will persist in 
down-grading competence--in particular the intellectual and 
professional competence--of their fellow females. (p. 19) 
In another study {Pheterson et al., 1971) female subjects judged 
paintings which had supposedly been entered in a contest. The results 
indicated that the same painting was rated higher when the artist was 
identified as being male rather than female. However, when the paintings 
were identified as contest winners, there were no differences found in 
the ratings of the same painting supposedly done by a man or a woman. 
Pheterson et al.{1970) interpreted these findings to indicate that a 
woman striving for status is down-graded while a woman who has already 
achieved high status is given at least her share of status. In the pre-
sent study, the high status experimenter would probably have been seen 
as striving for status, hence her competence might have been down-graded. 
Graham {1970) supports this belief in the following statement: 11Women's 
expectations for themselves so infect society that both men and women re-
fuse to think of women as generally likely to occupy important posts" 
(p. 1286). 
Although the previous studies indicate that women tend to denigrate 
the status of women, they did not investigate whether or not men exhibit 
the same tendencies. The results of the present study indicated that 
there was_ no difference in ratings of experimenter competence in relation 
to subject sex. Other studies (Deaux & Taylor, 1973; Mischel, 1974) have 
also supported this finding. Deaux and Taylor (1973) had subjects rate 
taped interviews in relation to competence of interviewee. These taped 
interviews were supposedly of applicants for a 11study abroad11 program. 
There were interviews of two applicants, a male and a female, who both 
exhibited the same high level of competence, and two other applicants, a 
male and a female, who exhibited the same low level of competence. The 
subjects rated the interviewees from most to least competent in the fol-
lowing order: High competent male, high competent female, low competent 
female, and low competent male. Even though the differences between the 
actual status of the high and low competent applicants were the same, the 
high and low competent females were rated as being more similar in com-
petence than were the high and low competent males. This lends support 
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to the contention that the status difference between a high and low status 
female experimenter would have to be greater than that for a high and low 
status male experimenter for both to get the same ratings of status by 
subjects. Deaux and Taylor (1973) also found no significant interaction 
between sex of subject and sex of experimenter, indicating that both male 
and female subjects rated the status of a female experimenter in a similar 
manner. 
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Mischel (1974) conducted a study which expanded on an earlier study 
by Goldberg (1968). She had male and female subjects rate articles by 
authors in both male- and female-oriented fields. As in previous studies, 
subjects were asked to rate the articles in relation ~o author competence 
and other factors, where the same article was being rated by different 
subjects with the only difference being listed sex of author. The results 
indicated that bias tended to occur in the direction of the sex appropri-
ateness of the field. In other words, subjects of both sexes tended to 
rate males higher in male-oriented fields (i.e., city planning) and fe-
males higher in female-oriented fields (i.e., dietetics). It is possible 
that working on a Ph.D. in psychology might be considered a male-oriented 
field; therefore, subjects might tend to rate the status of a female ex-
perimenter lower when she is identified as a member of this field. Mischel 
(1974) took her study one step further and replicated it in Israel on a 
Kibbutz. Sex role differentiation appears to be much less prominent in 
such a setting than it is in the United States. It .was found that there 
was no difference in mean competence ratings relating to either sex of 
authorship or in field of subject matter. 
In summary, the bulk of research indicates that it is difficult to 
manipulate the status of a female experimenter when the manipulation is 
in a male-oriented field. Research has shown that women themselves tend 
to attribute low status to females who are in the process of pursuing 
academic or intellectual interests. In a culture such as ours, where sex 
role differentiation is very much a part of life, in male-oriented fields 
the status manipulation must be quite large to elicit a significant effect. 
In the present study, the status manipulation was based largely on an 
academic, intellectual continuum. Since this appears to be a male-oriented 
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field, the status of the high status experimenter was probably discounted, 
causing the high and low statuses not to be distinct enough from one an-
other to show any difference. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Some of the limitations of the present study suggest areas where fur-
ther ·research is needed. One area would be to replicate the present study 
with minor modifications and using at least one experimenter of each sex. 
The main modification needed would be to increase the dist ance between the 
high and low status conditions. If the status manipulation could be made 
more effective, future research might shed light on the hypotheses of the 
present study. Furthermore, the effects of experimenter sex would be of 
major interest. There seems to be some built-in differences between the 
perceived statuses of men and women, and the investigation of the effects 
of these differences, in many varied experimental settings, should be of 
major interest in future research. 
Another area which might be investigated further was indicated by the 
results of one of the minor statistical analyses of the present study. It 
was found that the subjects who were members of the classes where their 
female instructor introduced the experimenter, rated the experimenter as 
having si9nificantly greater status than did the subjects in the classes 
where their male instructor introduced the experimenter. The present study 
was not equipped to assess why this was the case. It could be something 
as simple as a different population of students in the two instructors' 
classes or some difference in the method of introduction. However, there 
is also the interesting possibility that a high status female who has · 
"made it 11 could give more of her own status to a female experimenter, than 
could a high status male who has also "made it 11• This is an interesting 
possibility, and studies designed to investigate it would be of value in 
the future. 
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In the present study the two independent variables utilized were sub-
ject dogmatism and experimenter status. It would be interesting to also 
administer the F Scale (Adorno et al., 1950) along with the D Scale. The 
possibility that subjects scoring high or low on the D Scale might be 
differentially sensitive to experimenter status than subjects scoring high 
or low on the F Scale (Adorno et al., 1950) would be an area well worth 
future investigation. The specification of these possible differences 
would help to clarify the constructs these two tests are measuring. 
Simultaneous investigation of many of the previously mentioned var-
iables (experimenter status and sex, subject dogmatism and authoritarian-
ism, and sex of introducer) would help to clarify experimenter effects in 
a situation which would-more closely approximate reality. After all, in 
the real world every situation is composed of an interaction of many dif-
derent variables; it only makes sense to attempt to approximate some degree 
of this complexity in the experimental situation itself. 
In general, one of the main emphases in research should remain the 
experimenter himself as part of the experimental situation. Knowledge of 
experimenter effects in many different situations could help explain some 
of the divergent results research seems to be replete with. Also, experi-
menter effects have a wide range of implications beyond the experimental 
situation. For example, research of experimenter effects might have a 
high degree of applicability and generalizability to the counseling situa-
tion. Kintz et al. (1965) in a review of the literature on experimenter 
effects stated, 11Perhaps a re-evaluation of the experimenter variable will 
reveal that pseudo-differences exist among the effects of various psycho-
39 
therapeutic techniques" {p. 229). In other words, research of experimenter 
effects might not only shed light on which therapists will work well with 
which clients, but also indicate that the apparent differences between dif-
ferent types of psychotherapy might be only artifacts of varied therapist 
characteristics. 
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Appendix 
Appendix 
Part A 
44 
Name 45 
Please work on these anagrams (scrambled words) as quickly as 
possible. You may solve th ,em in any order you wish. 
1. dlnag 21. sloet 
2. hidct 22. rumfo 
J. kealb 2J. blyku 
4. ergif 24. eulsp 
5. sdepa 25. mtbhu 
6. epral 26. eewrs 
7. rubes 27. bsles 
8. stepa 28. etthf 
9. aobcn 29. lelho 
10. ccmio JO. erdiw 
11. rdead Jl. plaep 
12. seeal 32. iwtty 
13. khoce 33. eemgr 
14. umydd 34. gairc 
15. taonb 35. soupi 
16. ylalr J6. kaowe 
17. clfok 37. ddylo 
18. nlrua JS. thawr 
19. epecr 39. antol 
20. ueitn 40. sreni 
-- -~ ------ - - - - ------------- ~ 
Appendix 
Part B 
46 
Questionnaire 
1, How important do you feel this experiment was? 
1 
very 
unimportant 
2 
fairly 
unimportant 
of about 
average 
importance 
4 
fairly 
important 
2, How competent do you feel your experimenter was? 
1 
very 
incompetent 
2 
fairly 
incompetent 
about 
average 
competence 
4 
fairly 
competent 
J. How did you feel about your experimenter? 
1 2 J 4 
disliked disliked felt liked 
her very her a neutral her a 
much little about her little 
4. How intelligent do you feel your experimenter was? 
1 2 4 
not somewhat average somewhat 
intelligent below average i!}telligence above average 
at all intelligence intelligence 
47 
very 
important 
very 
competent 
5 
liked 
her very 
much 
very 
intelligent 
5. If you were to take part in a psychological experiment again, 
how much would you like to have the same experimenter? 
1 
dislike 
very .much 
2 
dislike 
a little 
wouldn't care 
one way or 
the other 
4 
like a 
little 
like 
very much 
Appendix 
Part C 
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49 
Questionnaire 
1. What information do you remember about your experimenter? 
2. What do you feel the purpose of this experiment was? 
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